Chapter 5: Alternatives

5 Analysis of Alternatives

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) mandates consideration and analysis of
alternatives to the Proposed Project. According to CEQA Guidelines, the range of alternatives “shall
include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could
avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects” (CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6(c)). The discussion must also include an evaluation of the No Project alternative to allow
decision-makers to compare the impacts of approving the Proposed Project against the impacts of
not approving it.

Case law suggests that the discussion of alternatives need not be exhaustive and that alternatives be
subject to a rule of reason. The impacts of the alternatives may be discussed “in less detail than the
significant effects of the project proposed” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d)). Additionally,
the CEQA Guidelines permit analysis of alternatives at a less detailed level for general plans and
other program EIRs than that which is required for project EIRs. The CEQA Guidelines do not
specify what constitutes an adequate level of detail, though they require that the EIR provide
sufficient information to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison of each alternative.
The CEQA Guidelines require that this analysis identify the environmentally superior alternative
among those analyzed. Quantified information on the alternatives is presented where available;
however, in some cases only partial quantification can be provided because of data or analytical
limitations.

5.1 Background on Development of Alternatives

The No Project alternative is the continuation of the existing General Plan and existing Downtown
Specific Plan, as well as the absence of a Climate Action Plan (CAP). The additional alternative
considered in this analysis was developed based on technical research conducted for a series of
existing conditions working papers, as well as community input from workshops, stakeholder
interviews, public meetings, and other public forums. The development of this alternative followed
a process similar to the development of the proposed General Plan, which identified “change areas”
versus areas that are likely to remain as is. The alternative was developed by evaluating different
land use mixes for those same change areas in the Planning Area, based on careful consideration of
alternative strategies for accommodating projected population and employment growth in Belmont
while reflecting the core values identified in Belmont’s Vision Statement, which was adopted in
2003 and affirmed during the General Plan Update to be a relevant and valid representation of
Belmont residents’ desires and priorities.

This alternative land use concept was further informed by the planning process for the Belmont
Village Specific Plan, in which two land use and circulation concepts were developed and presented
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for community feedback. Elements of the concept not chosen as the Preferred Plan were used to
develop the alternative with respect to the BVSP Area.

5.2 Description of Alternatives

This chapter describes and evaluates two alternatives to the Proposed Project. One alternative was
conceived by the consultant team as discussed above, and represents a differing vision for the form
and location of future development within the city. The second alternative is the No Project
alternative, which represents expected development patterns if the Proposed Project, consisting of
the General Plan Update, the Phase I/Interim Zoning (Phase I Zoning), the Belmont Village Specific
Plan (BVSP), and the CAP, were not to occur. This alternative would instead leave the existing
General Plan (last updated in 1982) and the Downtown Specific Plan (adopted in 1990 and
amended in 1995) in effect, with no CAP in place. The alternatives are referred to as:

e Alternative 1: Balanced Mixed Use

e No Project Alternative

Table 5.2-1 summarizes key characteristics of the Proposed Project, Alternative 1, and the No
Project Alternative, and compares them to current data for existing conditions.

Table 5.2-1: Comparison of Key Characteristics; Existing, Alternatives,
and Proposed General Plan

Proposed

Existing (2013) Project Alternative |~ No Project
Planning Area
Population 26,400 30,500 32,800 29,000
Households 10,900 12,400 13,300 11,800
Jobs 10,100 13,400 13,200 11,900
Jobs/Housing Ratio 0.93 1.08 0.99 1.01
BVSP Area
Population 670 1,780 2,070 1,160
Households 340 890 1,040 580
Jobs 1,440 2,450 2,230 2,180
Jobs/Housing Ratio 4.24 2.75 2.14 3.76
Notes:

I. Buildout estimations of households for the Planning Area assume 2.46 persons per household.
2. Values for alternatives and proposed General Plan are rounded to the nearest hundred

for the Planning Area, and to the nearest ten for the BVSP Area.

Source: CCAG-VTA 2040 Model, Dyett & Bhatia, Kittelson & Associates, Inc., 2017
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Alternative 1 and the Proposed Project both emphasize development in clusters in the Planning
Area’s eastern half. Both seek to provide new community and recreational amenities, strengthening
of core activity centers, improved local and regional connectivity, enhanced quality of life and visual
character, enhanced economic activity, and expanded educational facilities. Both envision the
creation of a vibrant town center in the Belmont Village Area.

Alternative 1 and the Proposed Project are based on similar assumptions of buildout of opportunity
sites within the Planning Area. Opportunity sites consist of sites that are currently vacant or
underutilized, where the value of the land is worth substantially more than the value of the structure
on the land. What distinguishes Alternative 1 is its revision of land use classifications to promote a
more mixed-use environment in places that are single use under the Proposed Project, even though
Alternative 1 does apply single-use designations to a few parcels within the BVSP Area that are
mixed-use under the Proposed Project.

Figures 5.2-1 and 5.2-2 show conceptual land use diagrams of the Planning Area and the BVSP

Area under Alternative 1, illustrating the differences in land use designations resulting from the
different goals and assumptions underlying Alternative 1.
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Figure 5.2-1: Alternative 1, Planning Area
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Figure 5.2-2: Alternative 1, BVSP Area
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ALTERNATIVE |I: BALANCED MIXED USE

This alternative was designed to provide a more balanced jobs/housing ratio, representing a more
even balance between commercial and residential development, in the Planning Area both in total
and by neighborhood (where possible). This in turn has the potential to reduce total vehicle miles
traveled by allowing more residents of the Planning Area to have the opportunity to live closer to
retail and commercial destinations, thereby making shorter trips to access goods and services
within the Planning Area and potentially to live closer to where they work.

A better match between commercial and residential land uses in neighborhoods throughout the
Planning Area is achieved relative to the Proposed Project in part through two additional mixed-
use nodes (outside of the BVSP Area) along Ralston Avenue. Carlmont Village, which contains
neighborhood commercial uses in the Proposed Project, and Davis Drive, which contains
institutional and office uses in the Proposed Project, are both designated Corridor Mixed Use in
Alternative 1, allowing these areas to provide multi-family housing as part of mixed-use
development. See Figure 5.2-1.

Within the BVSP Area, as seen in Figure 5.2-2, the Station Core land use designation is removed.
Instead, the Village Core land use designation, which allows for higher density housing, is applied
on both sides of El Camino Real and the Caltrain tracks, creating more intense mixed use housing
opportunities throughout the district. A “live/work” land use designation is introduced and applied
to a cluster of parcels east of the Caltrain tracks and south of Ralston Avenue. While the allowable
densities of the live/work designation under Alternative 1 and the Village Corridor Mixed Use
designation under the Proposed Project are equivalent, the live/work designation allows a portion
of the buildable square footage in Alternative 1 to function as both residential and non-residential
space at the same time. High density residential housing is added west of the Caltrain tracks, which
is balanced out by office space on the same side of the tracks. In addition, parcels lining the west
side of the Caltrain tracks that are Village Corridor Mixed Use under the Proposed Project are
designated to maintain the existing use as parking. These changes in total result in the potential for
amore even balance of residential to commercial development in the BVSP Area than the Proposed
Project.

Alternative 1 also assumes somewhat more housing relative to the Proposed Project within close
proximity to NDNU, which would serve as additional student or faculty housing on site. This area
has a particularly low jobs/housing ratio in the Proposed Project, which Alternative 1 attempts to
ameliorate. While Figure 5.2-1 does not depict any differences in land use designations in the
NDNU vicinity for Alternative 1 relative to the Proposed Project, additional housing would be
achieved through a targeted housing density incentive bonus in that area, a partnership with
NDNU, or a similar policy or implementation program.

Alternative 1 assumes adoption of the same CAP that is included within the Proposed Project.
Relative to the Proposed Project and the No Project alternative, this alternative assumes the most

population growth. As shown in Table 5.2-1, the total number of jobs provided is lower than the
Proposed Project, while the total number of households is higher, resulting in a citywide
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jobs/housing ratio close to 1:1 and the most balance between commercial and residential
development.'

NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

The purpose of evaluating the No Project Alternative is to allow decision-makers to compare the
potential impacts of approving the project with the potential impacts of not approving the project.
The No Project analysis discusses both the existing conditions at the time the NOP is published as
well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not
approved. The No Project alternative is depicted for the Planning Area and the BVSP Area in
Figures 5.2-3 and 5.2-4, respectively.

The No Project scenario represents the continuation of the current General Plan (last updated in
1982) and Downtown Specific Plan (adopted in 1990 and amended in 1995) land use designations,
with no CAP in effect. It assumes that the existing General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and Downtown
Specific Plan would continue to guide development in the Planning Area until buildout in 2035.
There are many differences between the Proposed Project and the No Project Alternative. In
relationship to the Proposed Project, the No Project Alternative:

e Has different land uses—both in mix and location;

e Has lower allowable land use densities/intensities, and mixed-use development and
development of centers and walkable communities is not promoted to the same extent as
in the Proposed Project;

e Isbased on a different set of core values/goals and objectives;
e Has lower residential capacity; and

e Has reduced alternate modes of transportation, connectivity, and street capacity.

The buildout residential capacity under the No Project Alternative is shown above in Table 5.2-1.

PROPOSED PROJECT

The description of the Proposed Project, including the proposed General Plan, Phase I Zoning,
BVSP, and CAP, is found in Chapter 3 of this Program EIR, “Project Description.” The proposed
land use maps for the General Plan and BVSP are shown in Figures 3-4 and 3-5, respectively.

! A jobs/housing ratio of 1:1 does not imply that every job in Belmont is held by a Belmont resident; moreover, most
Belmont households have more than one employed resident. However, the ratio of jobs to housing is a commonly used
planning metric that broadly represents the balance of non-residential to residential development in a given area.
While ratios of jobs to employed residents might more accurately reflect employment availability, the primary objective
of the comparison in this case is to assess the basic mix of land uses and understand the relationship and proximity of
housing to a variety of non-residential uses—employment, retail, services, etc.

5-8



Figure 5.2-3: No Project Alternative, Planning Area
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Figure 5.2-4: No Project Alternative, BVSP Area
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5.3 Comparative Impact Analysis of Alternatives

This section compares the environmental impacts of each alternative to the Proposed Project, by
resource topic. Alternatives are compared subject to the same significance criteria. It is assumed
that Alternative 1 would generally include the same policies as those defined for the Proposed
Project, excluding site-specific policies that would not apply because of differences in planned land
use.

AESTHETICS

Differences in aesthetic impacts between the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 are minor and
relate primarily to the intensity of development in different locations throughout the Planning
Area. Alternative 1 would create mixed-use nodes in two locations along Ralston Avenue that are
primarily single use under the Proposed Project, and would also result in greater intensity of
residential development in the BVSP area. As all these locations are already urbanized, Alternative
1 would provide visual compatibility with existing development and would have no adverse impact
on Belmont’s scenic resources. In addition, Alternative 1 would generally include the same policies
as those defined in the Proposed Project. These policies reduce the impact on aesthetics and ensure
that Alternative 1 would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of
Belmont and its surroundings. Therefore, similar to the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 would have
a less than significant impact regarding aesthetics.

The No Project Alternative would result in less development overall than either the Proposed
Project or Alternative 1. It follows that this alternative will produce fewer view obstructions, fewer
sources of light and glare, and less construction activity, most notably in the BVSP Area. However,
while the No Project Alternative recommends a public plaza within the center of the BVSP Area
(which the Proposed Project also does), the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 each contain
specific policies and design guidelines that would result in more visually appealing amenities and
facilities throughout the BVSP Area, such as plazas, paseos, playgrounds, green spaces, and small
pocket parks. Additionally, without the benefit of the new Proposed Project policies, development
standards, and design guidelines, the No Project Alternative will not have updated community
design policies for visual resources. Thus, while the No Project Alternative would result in less
development overall than either the Proposed Project or Alternative 1, it is possible that the
development that would result would be of a lower aesthetic quality or have more aesthetic-related
impacts. On balance, while the No Project Alternative would also have a less than significant impact
regarding aesthetics overall, its impact may be slightly greater than that of the Proposed Project and
Alternative 1.

AIR QUALITY

The types of air quality impacts under Alternative 1 would be similar to those under the Proposed
Project, but of a slightly greater magnitude. As with the Proposed Project, construction and
operation of building features would generate criteria pollutant emissions that could exceed the Bay
Area Air Quality Management District’s (BAAQMD’s) significance thresholds. While fewer
employment opportunities may indicate less commercial development, construction emissions are
anticipated to be greater under Alternative 1 than the Proposed Project since more residences
would be constructed. There is also the potential for reactive organic gas (ROG) emissions from
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consumer products to be slightly higher under Alternative 1, relative to the Proposed Project, as a
result of the greater number of residential units. Similarly, as discussed below, while vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) per service population are anticipated to be approximately two percent lower under
Alternative 1 as compared to the Proposed Project, total daily VMT in the Planning Area and
associated operational mobile source emissions would be approximately two percent greater than
the total daily VMT anticipated under the Proposed Project (see Table 5.2-4). Mitigation Measures
AQ-1 through AQ-5, identified in Section 4.2 of this EIR, “Air Quality,” would reduce emissions,
but the potential to exceed BAAQMD’s thresholds would remain.

Implementation of Alternative 1 could expose new residents within the Planning Area and existing
sensitive receptors in adjacent residential developments to significant health risks from exposure
to ambient toxic air contaminants (TACs), as well as construction- and operational-related diesel
particulate matter (DPM) emissions. Similar to criteria pollutant emissions, DPM generated by
Alternative 1 would be greater than under the Proposed Project. Emissions would be reduced
through the use of best available control technologies under Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2,
or by compliance with AQ-6. However, Alternative 1 would result in significant and unavoidable
impacts and a greater impact with respect to air quality than the Proposed Project.

As under the Proposed Project, receptor exposure to operational carbon monoxide (CO), asbestos,
and odors would be less than significant under Alternative 1. CO modeling for the Proposed Project
showed that no new localized violations of the 1-hour or 8-hour ambient air quality standards
would occur, and the same conclusion would be expected for the Alternative 1, despite an
approximate two percent increase in overall (not per capita) VMT. All projects requiring
demolition would be required to comply with BAAQMD Regulation XI, Rule 11-2. Odor emissions
during construction and operation would not result in nuisance violations since no new odor
generating facilities would be constructed.

The types of air quality impacts under the No Project Alternative would be similar to those under
the Proposed Project, but of a lesser overall magnitude. Development would be consistent with the
existing General Plan and existing Downtown Specific Plan. As discussed below, VMT per service
population are anticipated to be approximately one percent lower under the No Project Alternative
as compared to the Proposed Project. Total daily VMT in the Planning Area and associated
operational mobile source emissions would be approximately ten percent lower than the total daily
VMT anticipated under the Proposed Project (see Table 5.2-4). While the extent of construction
and operational activities would be less under the No Project Alternative than under the Proposed
Project, criteria pollutant emissions generated by the No Project Alternative would still exceed the
BAAQMD’s significance thresholds and result in a significant air quality impact during
construction and operation (see Table 4.2-12 in Section 4.2 of this EIR, “Air Quality”). The No
Project Alternative would be required to comply with all state and local rules and regulations to
control criteria pollutant emissions.

Implementation of the No Project Alternative could expose new residents within the Planning Area
and existing sensitive receptors in adjacent residential developments to significant health risks from
exposure to ambient TACs, as well as construction- and operational-related DPM. Similar to
criteria pollutant emissions, DPM generated by the No Project Alternative would be less than that
of the Proposed Project. Emissions would be reduced through best available control technologies
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identified in mitigation measures in project-specific environmental documents, but would
nonetheless remain significant and unavoidable.

Similar to the Proposed Project, receptor exposure to operational CO, asbestos, and odors would
be less than significant. CO modeling for the No Project Alternative (see Table 4.2-15 in Section 4.2
of this EIR, “Air Quality”) showed that no new localized violations of the 1-hour or 8-hour ambient
air quality standards would occur. All projects requiring demolition would be required to comply
with BAAQMD Regulation XI, Rule 11-2. Odor emissions during construction and operation
would not result in nuisance violations since no new odor generating facilities would be
constructed.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would protect Belmont’s habitat by focusing development
in currently built up areas and including policies that would help protect Belmont’s tree- and shrub-
dominated, herbaceous-dominated, and aquatic habitats.

While the uses and intensity of development differ between Alternative 1 and the Proposed Project
in specific areas, the impacts of development on biological resources would be comparable as they
would both result in approximately the same urban footprint. The opportunity sites in Alternative
1 and the Proposed Project are infill sites, and no adopted Habitat Conservation Plans apply to the
Planning Area. Therefore, similar to the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 would have a less than
significant impact regarding biological resources.

The No Project alternative, while possessing approximately the same urban footprint as Alternative
1 and the Proposed Project, would result in less total development than either. As discussed in
Section 4.3 of this EIR, “Biological Resources,” although vacant lots that may currently provide
habitat may develop under the Proposed Project and Alternative 1, these lots are currently allowed
to develop under the existing General Plan as part of the No Project Alternative. As a result, the No
Project Alternative would not have substantially different impacts on biological resources in the
Planning Area, but could potentially lead to development in outlying areas where biological
resources could be disturbed. However, similar to the Proposed Project, the No Project alternative
would have a less than significant impact regarding biological resources.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

The comparison of impacts to historic, archeological, and paleontological resources by alternatives
is based on the degree and location of new development proposed within each alternative. Cultural
resources include buildings of historical importance, registered historic sites and archaeological
resources.

The City of Belmont has three sites on Ralston Avenue listed on the National Register of Historic
Resources: Ralston Hall, Chapel/Conference Center, and Carriage House/Art Center. Eight
properties within the Planning Area were identified as eligible for the National Register of Historic
Resources. Four properties are listed on the California Office of Historic Properties Directory.
Belmont also has local historical landmarks in addition to these sites. In December of 2014, the City
contacted five tribes to determine if any tribal cultural resources are located within the area affected
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by the Proposed Project, however, no requests for consultation were received and the City is
unaware of any substantial evidence that suggests additional tribal cultural resources may be
present.

Similar to the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 may result in actions that could adversely affect
historic resources, though both would minimize or avoid impacts to historical resources through
goals and policies meant to create incentives for preservation and to incorporate historic
preservation directly in the Zoning Ordinance. Mitigation Measures CULT-1 and CULT-2,
identified in Section 4.4 of this EIR, “Cultural Resources,” would also apply to Alternative 1 and
would further minimize impacts by preserving the Firehouse Building facade and placing historical
signage at the site. While the No Project Alternative lacks the Proposed Project policies, it proposes
development that is lower in intensity than either Alternative 1 or the Proposed Project propose,
and may therefore result in impacts to cultural resources that are less than significant without the
need for mitigation, as minimal infill development and redevelopment will result in less disturbance
to historic resources.

GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND SEISMICITY

There are no active faults that run through the Planning Area, though the San Andreas Fault Zone
- Peninsula is located approximately one mile from the Planning Area’s western boundary. The
California Geologic Survey does not include the City of Belmont on its list of cities affected by
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Zones. However, Belmont is located within a seismically active region
and earthquakes do have the potential to cause groundshaking. Alternative 1 has the potential to
expose a greater number of people to seismic risks than the Proposed Project, as it proposes greater
amounts of residential development, even if it proposes less nonresidential development.

The No Project alternative would expose fewer people to seismic risks. However, current state and
federal regulations require specific engineering and design criteria to minimize impacts related to
seismic and geologic hazards. These regulations apply equally to development under the Proposed
Project and Alternative 1.

Impacts to geology and soil resources would be comparable under Alternative 1 and the Proposed
Project due to construction impacts, as the total amount of proposed development is similar. The
No Project Alternative proposes development that is smaller in scope to those anticipated under
the Proposed Project. Therefore, this alternative would result in the least exposure to geologic and
seismic hazards. However, attracting people to a seismically active area does not, in and of itself,
constitute a significant effect on the environment and therefore does not present a potential impact
for purposes of analysis under CEQA unless the Proposed Project, the Alternative 1, or the No
Project Alternative would exacerbate existing environmental hazards or conditions that already
exist.?

ENERGY, GREENHOUSE GASES AND CLIMATE CHANGE

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) impacts under Alternative 1 would be similar to those under the Proposed
Project. Similar to criteria air pollutant emissions, construction and operational GHG emissions

% See California Building Industry Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (CBIA v. BAAQMD) (2015)
62 Cal. 4th 369, 390.
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associated with Alternative 1 would likely be slightly greater than those estimated for the Proposed
Project since overall VMT would be higher and more construction would occur. However,
development under Alternative 1 would be consistent with the CAP, and compliance with the CAP
would reduce emissions consistent with relative reductions estimated for the Proposed Project.
Since the CAP is consistent with Assembly Bill (AB) 32, Senate Bill (SB) 32, and Executive Order
(EO) S-3-05, Alternative 1 would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions.

Although the increase in residents would create a slightly higher demand for public services,
utilities, and energy, development under Alternative 1 would be subject to the same energy-saving
policies that are incorporated into the Proposed Project. Accordingly, the relative energy intensity
would be lower than existing and 2035 No Project conditions as a result of sustainability initiatives.
As such, similar to the Proposed Project, Alternative 1 would result in a less than significant impact
with respect to energy, because it would not result in a wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary usage
of energy.

The No Project Alternative would result in less overall growth than the Proposed Project. However,
because the proposed General Plan, BVSP, and CAP would not be adopted under the No Project
Alternative, sustainability policies intended to reduce GHG emissions would not be incorporated
into the project design. As shown in Table 4.6-11, without implementation of the GHG reduction
measures in the proposed CAP, 2035 “business as usual” (BAU) emissions, which are representative
of GHG emissions under the No Project Alternative, would not meet the City’s 2035 emissions
reduction target under SB 32. Therefore, GHG emissions in 2020 and at full build out (2035) would
be greater under the No Project Alternative and would conflict with statewide GHG reduction
targets established under AB 32, SB 32, and EO S-3-05, resulting in a significant and unavoidable
impact.

Although energy- and resource-conserving measures would most likely be utilized under the No
Project Alternative, it is not assumed that measures under this alternative would match the energy-
saving policies incorporated in the Proposed Project. Therefore, energy conservation under the No
Project Alternative would not be incorporated into the No Project Alternative to the same extent
as for the Proposed Project, making the impact greater, although the impact would still be less than
significant since all new development would still comply with state and local energy conservation
measures.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Generally, the impacts of hazardous materials are determined by exposure to existing hazardous
materials, as well as the level and nature of job growth. Jobs in the industrial sector, for example,
could indicate the presence of hazardous materials related to industrial uses. Office or retail jobs
might be expected to generate less than those in the industrial sector, but more than residential
homes. Redevelopment is another potential indicator, as the demolition of older buildings can
expose people and the environment to asbestos and lead-based paint. Locating new development
on sites included on a list of hazardous materials site could also create a hazard to the public or the
environment; however, new development on contaminated sites would be required by the
California Hazardous Waste Control Law, the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act, and other
legislation to remediate hazardous substances.
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Alternative 1 and the Proposed Project shift away from industrial uses by eliminating the industrial
land use designation that is found under the existing General Plan and, by extension, the No Project
Alternative. This shift is pronounced in the Harbor Industrial Area, where Alternative 1 and the
Proposed Project both envision more mixed-use development, including some residential
development, in an area that would continue to be primarily industrial under the No Project
Alternative. As mentioned above, while such development could increase exposure to hazardous
materials, new development will be legally required to remediate any hazardous substances. As a
result, the Proposed Project and Alternative 1 would similarly have fewer hazardous materials
impacts related to the prevalence of industrial uses.

While Alternative 1 would result in less job growth than the Proposed Project, in terms of industrial
employment, both Alternative 1 and the Proposed Project would result in a similar decrease of
approximately 1,100 industrial jobs. On the other hand, the No Project Alternative would result in
an increase of approximately 300 industrial jobs, resulting in more industrial workers potentially
being exposed to hazardous materials. While Alternative 1 would have similar impacts related to
hazardous materials to the Proposed Project due to similar changes in industrial jobs and land uses,
the No Project Alternative would have the greatest impacts due to relatively higher numbers of
industrial jobs and relatively more land designated for industrial use.

Airport Safety and Wildfires

Development under Alternative 1 and the No Project Alternative would be consistent with the San
Carlos Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP). The ALUCP promotes compatibility
between the San Carlos Airport and land uses that surrounded the airport.

As new development would replace existing structures built before modern building codes for fire
safety and building systems were in place with buildings with improved fire safety, increased
construction would improve fire safety. Both Alternative 1 and the Proposed Project would result
in increased construction of structures with improved fire safety relative to the No Project
Alternative. The No Project Alternative would result in more structures with outdated fire safety
systems, and therefore a greater adverse impact on fire safety.

HYDROLOGY, FLOODING, AND WATER QUALITY

Urban development can bring about an increase in impervious surfaces that could lead to increased
run-off rates and flooding in downstream areas. The Proposed Project and Alternative 1 focus new
development in currently built-up areas, which limits impacts to hydrology and flooding.

Alternative 1 will result in a similar level of development to the Proposed Pr